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Purpose

The purposes of this exotic aquatic plant management and control plan are:

1. To identify and describe the historic and current exotic tagua
infestation(s) in the waterbody;

2. To identify shoriterm and longerm exotic aquatic plant control goals;

3. To minimize any adverse effects of exotic aquatic plant management
strategie®n nontarget species

4. To recommend exotic plant control actionsttimeet the goals outlined in
this plan; and

5. To evaluate control practices used in this waterbody over time to
determine if they are meeting the goals outlined in this plan.

This plan also summarizes the current physical, biological, ecologigdll,
chemcal components afhe subject waterbodys they may relate to both the
exotic plant infestation and recommended control actiand thepotential
social recreationahnd ecological impacts of tlexotic plantinfestation.

The intent of this plan istestablish a adaptivemanagemengtrategy for the
long-term control ofthe target species (in this caserasian watemilfoil) in
thesubject waterbodysinganintegrated plant managemeagproach

Appendix A and Appendix Bdetail thegeneral best anagement practices
andstrategies available for waterbodies with exotic species, and provide more
information on each of the activities that are recommended within this plan.

Invasive Aquatic Plant Overview

Exotic aquatic plants pose a threat to thel@gical, aesthetic, recreational,
and economic values of lakes and ponds (Luken & Thieret, 1997, Halstead,
2000) primarily by forming dense growths or monocultures in critical areas of
waterbodies that aremportant for aquatic habitatand/or recreationause
Under some circumstancedense growths and near monotypic stands of
invasive aquatic plants can resultaving the potential to reduaaverall
species diversity in both plant and animal species, and can alter water
chemistry and aquatic habitatigtture that is native to the system.

Since January 1, 1998, the sale, distribution, importation, propagation,
transportation, and introduction of key exotic aquatic pldmse been
prohibited (RSA 487:1&) in New HampshireThis law was designed as a
tool for lake managers to help prevent the spread of nuisance aquatic plants.
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New Hampshirdists 27 exotic aquatic plant speci&s prohibited in thetate
(per EnvWq 1303.02)due to their documented and potential threat to surface
waters of the state

According to thefederalSection 305(b) and 303(d) Consolidated Assessment

and Listing Methodologfy CA L M) , nexoti c -miverfastphytes
growing aquatic plants, which can quickly dominate and choke out native

aguatic plant growth in the dace water. Such infestations are in violation of

New Hampshire regulatioBnv-Wq 1703.19, which states that surface waters

shall support and maintain a balanced, integrated and adaptive community of
organisms having a species composition, diversity, dndctional

organi zation comparable to that of si mi
2006). In fact, waterbodies that contaéwen asingle exoticaquatic plant do

not attain water quality standards and are listed as impaired.

Eurasian water-milfoil Infestation in Post Pond

Eurasian watemilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatumn(EWM) was documentedn

Post Pondn Lyme, New Hampshiren August 18, 2010, by a DES biologist
and volunteer monitor during routine water quality monitoring activities.
Basedon a survey of the pond and the distribution of the Eurasian water
milfoil, the introduction of this plant to the pond likely occurred in the 2008 or
2009 growing season based on the pattern and degree of growth identified in
2010.

Eurasian watemilfoil is still relatively sparse in Post Pond, but has been on
the increase each year. This increased growth, despite management efforts, is
the likely result of rapid spread of the plant through fragmentation, drift of
fragments, and settling of the fragmemtférm a new plant. The stems of the
Eurasian watemilfoil are very brittle in this pond, arevenvery little flow or
disturbance results in fragmentatiomhe pond also receives a fair amount of
wind, from varying directions, and the fragments havenbgeen to drift and
accumulate in cove areas around the waterbody. Shoreline residents have
been asked to remove fragments as they are encountered, so as to limit the
further spread of the plant, whileamagement actions are ongoing.

EWM was seen tdlower in many area of Post Pond late in 2012, and seeds
may be a factor moving forward with management. DES biologists trimmed
off flower/seed stalks as encountered (in between diving activities), but some
may have been missed.

Figure 1 illustrates thdistribution of EWM in Post Pondsince it was first
documented. The table below outlines the details of the growth each year
since it was documented.




Area Location/Area Year Description of EWM Growth Percent
Description Coverin
Area
D2 Northeastern oee, 2010 | Original location of EWM 5%
location of public documentation in pond, right at bo
access site and launch area.
sailboat moorings. 2011 | EWM expanded in front of and to 10%
Silty/sandy west and east of lauhgite
substrates with area; 2012 | Continued expansion west and ea]  15%
of exposed ledge. of launch site
2013 | Considerable increase in EWM by, Pre
late August (suspect fragment treatment:
settling and growth deep in water | 15-20%
column). Post treatment survey
performed when plants were still Post
responding to érbicide treatment, | treatment:
so points indici 5%
plants. Later season survey by
contractor showed that these
standing dead plants had senesce
2014 | Scattered patchy stands of growth Pre
in June, none obserddate season | treatment:
post control 10%
Post
treatment:
0%
2015 | Much reduced growth compared t( 0%
past years. No growth observed i
this zone in 2015.
2016 | Scattered single stems of EWM <5%
mixed in with native plants along
the shoreline. Les$ense than in
past years, though still present.
2017 | No growth observed in 2017. 0%
2018 | Scattered plants and patches alon  <25%
shore, mixed in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.
2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of <25%
plants mixed with native vegetatiol
D3 Eastern shoreline, 2010 | No EWM observed 0%
silty/sandy 2011 | Scattered stems and clusters of 1( 5%
sediments. 15 stems.
2012 | Scattered plants early season, 10%
several clusters late season. Flow
stalks observed.
2013 | Considerable increase in EWM by|  Pre
late August (suspect fragment treatment:
settlingand growth deep in water 15%
column). Post treatment survey
performed when plants were still Post
responding to herbicide treatment, treatment:
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Area Location/Area Year Description of EWM Growth Percent
Description Coverin
Area
so points indic{ <1%
plants. Later season survey by
contractor showed that these
standing dead plants had senesce
2014 | Small to medium sized patchy are| Pre
of growth in June, none observed | treatment:
post treatment. 25%
Post
treatment:
0%
2015 | Reduced growth compared to Pre
previous years, but some patchy | treatment:
EWM was present ithis zone in 15%
June. Post treatment minimial
milfoil observed. Post
treatment:
<1%
2016 | Patches of milfoil around the boat 10%
moorings, and sparsely scattered
single stems along shore.
2017 | Small scattered stems. <1%
2018 | Scatered plants and patches alon| <25%
shore, mixed in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.
2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of <25%
plants mixed with native vegetatio|
B4, C4,| Southern shoreline, | 2010 | No EWM observed 0%
D4 silty/sandy 2011 | Few scattered stems. None 1%
substrates. observed in B4.
2012 | Isolated sattered stems, one clum| 1%
in about 886 of |
observed in B4.
2013 | Some increases in EWM by late Pre
August (suspect fragment settling | treatment:
and growth deep in water column)| 1520%
particularly in area of sailboat
moorings in . Postreatment survey  Post
performed when plants were still | treatment:
responding to herbicide treatment, 5-10%
so points from 9/27/13 indicate
standing fAdeado
season survey by contractor show
that these standing dead plants he
senesced.
2014 | Scattered stems and patches of Pre
growth in June, none observed lat| treatment:
season following control actions. 25%

Post




Area Location/Area Year Description of EWM Growth Percent
Description Coverin
Area
treatment:
0%

2015 | EWM reduced but still present in <5%
this zone, as small patches close t
shore and in small coves.

2016 | Scattered single stems or small <5%
clusters of plants

2017 | Patchy moderately dense areas of 20-25%
growth

2018 | Scattered plants and patches alon  <25%
shore, mostly in C4 and D4, mixec
in with native vegetation in
nearshore zone.

2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of 25%
plants mixed with native vegetatip|
denser inC4, and extending off
shore farther this year.

A4 Souhwestern cove. | 2010 | Scattered in southwestemost <1%
Silty/sandy cove, <a dozen stems.
substrates. 2011 | Scattered plants from shallow to <5%
deep (126) of wij

2012 | Scattered clumps of plants and 5%
drifting fragments, flower stalks
observed.

2013 | Some increases in EWM by late Pre
August, despite diving efforts. treatment:
Posttreatment survey performed 5-10%
when plants were still responding |
herbicide treatment, so points fronj  Post
9/ 27/ 13 i ndi c a] treatment:
plants. Later season survey by 5%
contractor shoed that these
standing dead plants had senesce

2014 | Tall single stems in cove in June, Pre
none observed late season followi| treatment:
control actions. 10%

Post
treatment;
0%

2015 | Scattered clumps in neshore 5%
shallows in June, including in the
westernmaost cove in this zone.

2016 | Lower density than in past years, 1%
scattered single stems of milfoil
near shore and in small coves

2017 | Patchy growth and scattered singli  20%
stems

2018 | Scattereglants and patches along <10%
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Area Location/Area Year Description of EWM Growth Percent
Description Coverin
Area
shore, mixed in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.

2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of <25%
plants mixed with native vegetatipl
increasing density along this
shoreline, and extending farther of
shore than in past years

A2, A3 | Western shoreline. | 2010 | No EWM observed 0%
Ledgy, giving way 2011 | No EWM observed other than a fe| 1%
to silty substrates. stems in westernmost stal cove

area in A3

2012 | Scattered stems in westernmost 1%
cove in area A3

2013 | Slight increase in growth in this <5%
area, including new plant locations
along western shoreline, which
were hand removed by divers.

2014 | Scattered stems observealst Pre
treatment, none observed post treatment:
treatment. 15%

Post
treatment:
0%

2015 | Reduced growth compared to pas| <1%
years

2016 | Scattered single stems <1%

2017 | Scattered single stems <1%

2018 | Sparse plants and patches along <1%
shore, mixd in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.

2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of <25%
plants mixed with native vegetatio|

B2 North cove. Silty 2010 | No EWM observed 0%
substrates. 2011 | No EWM observed 0%

2012 | Scattered stems observed early 10%
season, several patches/clumps
observed late season, with growth
interspersed in dense floating
leaved plants near shore.

2013 | Increased clumps of growth over Pre
the 2013 growing season. Divers| treatmemnt
attempted to remove, but the planf  10%
were very brittle and fragmenting,
and some were mixed into floating  Post
plant beds and hard access. treatmert

5%

2014 | None observed in 2014 0%

2015 | Large dense patch of EWM found| <10%




Area Location/Area Year Description of EWM Growth Percent
Description Coverin
Area

farther off shore than previously
documented, standing to surface i
roughly 78 feet of water by June
survey. Reduced post treatment,
with scattered single stems close {
shore.

2016 | Small to medium sized patchy 10-15%
growth in this cove
2017 | Scattered plants and patches alon <10%
shore, mixed in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.
2018 | Scattered plants and patclasng <15%
shore, mixed in with native
vegetation in nearshore zone.

2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of 25%

plants mixed with native vegetatio|
C2 North center 2010 | No EWM observed 0%
shoreline. 2011 | No EWM observed 0%
Silty/sandy 2012 | No EWM observed 0%
substrates. 2013 | New scattered stems documented  <1%

during2013 growing season,
managed by divers.

2014 | New growth observed on western Pre
edge of swim beach lines, none p( treatment:

treatment. 10-15%
Post
treatment:
0%
2015 | No growth observed in this zone ir 0%
2015
2016 | A couple of stems <1%
2017 | Scattered single stems <1%

2018 | Scattered plants and patches alon <10%
shore, mixed in with native

vegetation in nearshore zone.
2019 | Scattered plants and clusters of <10%
plants mixed with native vegetatiol

There are approximately 20 houses around the shoreline of Post Pond and no
back lots or additional propés with access rights. There is a swim beach
owned by the town at the northern end of the pond where the EWM growth
has started to expand.

Milfoil Management Goals and Objectives

The aquatic plant management plan outlines actions to eradicate the
infegation of Eurasian watemilfoil in Post Pond Kyriophyllum spicatum)
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while maintaining native plant communities whenever Eurasian wiaittil

control actions are being implemented. The plan also addresses early
detection activities and preventing fugthestablishment of EWM in Post
Pond.

Local Support

Town or Municipality Support

The town of Lyme appreciates the importance of keeping the Post Pond
system usable and controlling thEurasian watemilfoil. The town
appropriate funds in 2012 for contrattions, and seeks to do the same for
2013. Also, the town is working for form a special committee to track and
coordinate EWM control efforts around Post Pond.

The issue of the milfoil has been discussed by both the Board of Selectmen
and Conservatiotommission (CC) at their regular meetings. Both boards
are concerned and supportive of eradication efforts. The CC coordinated the
volunteers to support DES divers in 2010, with mangmhbers actively
participating, and a Weed Watcher training was peréat in 201for a group

of interested shoreline and town residentdnfortunately local efforts at
Weed Watching have been minimal, and in 2014 DES will work with the
town and lake residents to reinvigorate the program, which will undoubtedly
increase etctiveness of the EWM reduction efforts.

Post Pond Association Support

There is no coordinated lake association on this waterldambal residents

have been sampling Post Pond through the Volunteer Lake Assessment
Program for a number of years and are very famiigén the pond. Thetown

of Lyme takes the lead at this time in coordinating and funding milfoil
management.

Waterbody Characteristics

The following table summarizes basic physical and biologicatattteristics
of Post Pondincluding theEurasian watemilfoil infestation. Note that a
current review of the Natural Heritage Bureau (NHRjabase was requested
and the results from that search ameluded below, as well as in other
relevant sections of this plan.




Parameter/Measure

Value/Description

Lake area (acres)

111

Watershed area (acre

8,316.5

Shoreline Uses
(residential, forestd,
agriculture)

Mainly forested, som
camps and beachg

Max Depth (ft) 38
Mean Depth (ft) 23
Trophic Status Mesotrophic
Color (CPU) in 9.5
Epilimnion

Clarity (ft) 15.5
Flushing Rate (yd) 4.4
Natural Natural

waterbody/Raised by
Damming/Other

Invasive Plants (Latin
name)

Eurasian watemilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum

Infested Area (acres)

See Figureg

Distribution (ringing
lake, patchy growth,
etc)

See Figureg

Sediment type in
infested area
(sand/silt/organic/rock

Sandy/rocky/silty]

Rare, Thratened, or
Endangered Species i
Waterbody (according
to NH Natural
Heritage Bureau
(NHB) Inventory
review)

2020 Review

Common loon Gavia immey

B e ¢ k a@es mangold Bidens beck)i
Water stargrag&rassleaved mueplantain
(Heteranthera dubip

Historic Review Yields:
Marsh Wren Cistothorus palustris

A native aquatiovegetation map and key from an Augusti@@urvey (field
checkedannually particularly for the RTE speciedy the DES Biology
Section is sbwn in Figure3. A bathymetric map is shown in Figute
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Beneficial (Designated) Uses of Waterbody

In New Hampshire, beneficial (designated) uses of our waterbodies are
categorized into five general categories: Aquatic Life, Fish Consumption,
Recreatio, Drinking Water Supply, and Wildlife (CALM).

Of these, Aquatic Life Wildlife and Recreation are the one®st often
affected by the presence of inwasiplants, though drinking water supplies
can also be affected as well in a number of ways.

Following is a general discussion of the most potentially impacted designated
uses including water supplies and near shore wells,they relate to this
system and the actions proposed in this {t@rg plan.

The goal for aquatic life support is poovide suiable chemical and physical
conditions for supporting a balanced, integrated and adaptive community of
aguatic organisms having a species composition, diversity, and functional
organization comparable to that of similar natural habitats of the region.

Aquatic Life

Fisheriednformation

Post Pond in Lyme is a 111 acre natural lake with high alkalinity values
compared to other NH lakesAccording to the NH Fish and Game
Department, tiis generalregulation water, open yeaound to fishing. It is
stocked anwmally with 1000 rainbow trout yearlingsOther species in the
pond include brown bullhead, largemouth bass, yellow perch, sunfish spp.,
chain pickerel and rainbow smelt. It was stocked with yearling walleye in the
early 1990s, with no apparent success.

Wildlife Information

Accordingto Natural Heritage Bureau (NHBgviews,the only listed animal
species of special concern in Post Panethe common loonGavia immey
and theMarsh Wren Cistothorus palustris

Common loon: The common loon is listedsahreatened in New Hampshire.

DES has observed a nesting loon each year since management began on Post
Pond, with generally two chicks hatched each yedaurasian watemilfoil

control practices will be small and relatively isolated in the pond, witittlas

impact to the don population as is feasible. The New Hampshire Fish and
Game Department has requested tiebicide treatmentfor exotic aquatic

plants not be permitted within 100 meters of any nelSsw Hampshire Fish

and Game is concernelat he method of application, by motorboat and/or
airboat, may result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or loon chicks,




as well as herbicide damage to the floating aquatic plants. No chemical or
nonchemical treatments, such as hand pulling shocktur between May 15
and July 15th within 100 meters of any known or suspected loon nests to
avoid At ak e o-AoflithedErdangdRes Bpedet Qonservation Act.

Marsh Wren: This bird can be found in wetland habitats with tall vegetation
such as c#ails and rushes. Impacts appear to be a result of habitat impacts.
Eurasian water milfoil management is aimed at submersed habitats, but DES
will work with contractors to ensure that wetland habitats are not impacted by
physical milfoil control activites, or by overspray related to herbicide
treatments.

There are no NH F&G Wildlife Management Areas within a mile of this
waterbody. The Post Pond Preserve, and Clark & Grant lots encompass
approximately 48 acres of conservation land abutting this watgréd
species are being managed in this area currently.

Figure 5 showsrahistoricmap provided by NHB relative to their review.

Recreational Uses and Access Points
Post Pond is used for numerous recreational activities, including boating
(small motor bots, sailboats and sunfishiishing, and swimming by both
pond residents and transient boaters

Thereis one designated public access sitd?ostPond;it is located along the
northern shore of the pond. This sand/gravel access site has somewhat limited
parking.

There are generally I ess than five powe
each day

There is one designated beachRwost Pondvhich isowned by the town A
designated beach is described in the CALM as an area on a waterbody that is
operated for bathing, swimming, or other primary water contact by any
municipality, governmental subdivision, public or private corporation,
partnership, association, or educational institution, open to the public,
members, guests, or students whether taear free basisEnv-Wq 1102.14
further defines a designated beactiaa publ i ¢ bathing pl ace
an area on a water body and associated buildings and equipment, intended or
used for bathing, swimming, or other primary water contact purposes.

term includes, but is not limited to, beaches or other swimming areas at
hotels, motels, health facilities, water parks, condominium complexes,
apartment complexes, youth recreation camps, public parks, and recreational
campgrounds or camping parks @dsfined in RSA 21B1, VII. The term does
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not include any area on a water body which serves 3 or fewer living units and
which is used only by the residents of the living units and their guests.

In addition to the designated beach, there are a few gmahlite swim
beaches located on private properteound the pond. There arefiating
docks and swim platforms around the pond as well. Figushows the
locations commonly used for swimming, and the locations of swim platforms
and docks ofPostPond as well as the location of the access site

Macrophyte Community Evaluation

The littoral zone is defined as the nearshore areas of a waterbody where
sunlight penetrates to the bottom sedimeritge littoral zone is typically the
zone of rooted macrophyte growth in a waterbody.

The littoral zone ofPostPond is characterized by a mix of native and-non

native Eurasian watemilfoil) plant growth (Figure )3 Native species

include a mix of floing plants (white and yellow watdlies, watershield),
emergent plantspickerelweed, threavay sedge, cattail, bulrush, breed,

and submergent plantpdndweeds, grassy spike rush, water stargrass,
waterweed, water mariggld Native plant communigs are mixed around the
entire | ake, and arobythePESt acteri zed as

An NHB review of the systenrevealed the possible presence wb tstate
listed endangered aquatic plants in Post Porideteranthera (or Zostrella)
dubia andBidens leckii. Figure 5 shows the locations of these plants around
the shallows of Post Pond.

Water stargrassHeteranthera (or Zosterella) dubia listed as threatened in
New Hampshire. It is demonstrably widespread, abundant and secure globally,
and not lised federally. Records for this plant are from 1947 and again from
2003 in Post Pond, and its presence was verified by DES in&@iLagain in

2012 Herbicides were not used near this species in a 2011 application to
control Eurasia watermilfoil, but they were in 20122013 2014 2015, and
2016with noobservablempact to this species.

Water marigold Bidens beckiis listed as threatened in New Hampshire. The
plant was first reported in 1947 in Post Pond. It is scattered around the
shallows of PasPond, growing in depths of up te8feet, but is generally
present in & feet of water. Populations appeared healthy in 2016 based

on a DESsite visit before and after H&cide treatments each year.




We understand that NHB has growing conseafout these two species of
concern as a result of the herbicide treatments in the pathefforts will be

made to avoid or minimize impacts to these two threatened plants (as well as
other native plants) DES continues to track prand post contrgbopulations

using GPSand visual observation, and has not yet observed any declines in
either species as a result of milfoil control activities.

Wells and Water Supplies

Figure 7 shows the location of wells, water supplies, viedhd protection
areas, anddrinking water protection areas around thabject waterbody
based on information in the DES geographic information system records
Note that it is likely that Figure 7 does not show the location of all private
wells.

Note that the map in Figuré cannot be provided on a finer scale than
1:48,000. Due to public water system security concerns, a {acgée map
may be made available upon agreement With Sdata security policyVisit

D E S ®neStop Web GIS,http://www2.des.state.nh.us/gis/onestophd
register toAccess Public Water Supply Data LayeRegistration includes
agreement with general security provisions associated with public water
supply data. Paper maps that include public watsupply data may be
provided at a largescale byD E SExotic Species Program after completing
the registration process.

In the event that an herbicide treatment is needed for this waterbody, the
applicatofcontractorwill provide more detailed informatioon the wells and
water supplies within proximity to the treatment areas as required in the
permit application process with the Division of Pesticide Control at the
Department of Agriculture.lt is beyond the scope of this plan to maintain
updated well ad water supply information other than that provided in Figure
1.

Historical Control Activities

HERBICIDE TREATMENT
REPORTED IN ACRES,
DIVING/DASH IN GALLONS

DATE ACTION OF MATERIAL REMOVED CONTRACTOR
8/27/2010 HAND PULL ~ 1 GALLON DES
9/15/2010 DASH 40 GALLONS DES

10/11/10 HAND PULL 25 GALLONS TED ALDRICH



http://www2.des.state.nh.us/gis/onestop/
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HERBICIDE TREATMENT
REPORTED IN ACRES,
DIVING/DASH IN GALLONS
DATE ACTION OF MATERIAL REMOVED CONTRACTOR
10/13/10 HAND PULL 25 GALLONS TED ALDRICH
6/16/2011 HAND PULL 3 HOURS, 60 GALLONS DES
6/23/2011 HAND PULL 2 HOURS, 20 GALLONS DES
BENTHIC BARRIER
INSTALLED AND
7/20/2011 HAND PULL 1.5 HOURS, 10 GALLONS DES
BENTHIC BARRIER
REMOVED (BOATS
RIPPED UP), HAND
7/28/2011 PULL 2.5 HOURS, 50 GALLONS DES
AQUATIC
CONTROL
9/6/2011 2,4-D TREATMENT 3.4 ACRES TECHNOLOGY
10/6/2011 HAND PULL 2.5 HOURS, 50 GALLONS DES
4.0 HOURS, 20 GALLONS
7/20/2012 HAND PULL REMOVED DES
3 HOURS, 50 GALLONS
9/12/2012 HAND PULL REMOVED DES
AQUATIC
9/24/2012 2,4-D (G) 5 ACRES CONTROL
TECHNOLOGY
3 HOURS, 50 GALLONS
10/10/2012 HAND PULL REMOVED DES
8/23/2013 | DIVER HAND PULL 3 HOURS- 60 GALLONS DES
AQUATIC
9/3/2013 24D& T(g')CLOPYR 19 ACRES CONTROL
TECHNOLOGY
10/4/2013 HAND PULL 1 HOUR- 30 GALLONS DES
7/11/2014 2,4-D BEE 23.1 ACRES ACT
6/17/2015 HAND PULL 2 HOURS, 20 GALLONS DES
8/7/2015 HAND PULL 3 HOURS, 75 GALLONS DES
9/2/2015 2,4-D BEE 16.3 ACRES ACT




HERBICIDE TREATMENT
REPORTED IN ACRES,
DIVING/DASH IN GALLONS

DATE ACTION OF MATERIAL REMOVED CONTRACTOR

6/10/2016 HAND PULL 1.5 HOURS, 2 GALLONS DES

9/14/2016 HAND PULL 2 HOURS, 20 GALLONS DES
SOLitude LAKE
9/21/2016 2,4-D BEE (G) 2244 LBS FOR 13.2 ACRES MANAGEMENT
SOLitude LAKE
9/6/2017 2,4-D BEE (G) 1020 LBS FOR 6 ACRES MANAGEMENT
SOLitude LAKE
9/6/2018 2,4-D BEE (G) 2830 LBS FOR 17.1 ACRES MANAGEMENT
8/6/2019 HAND PULL 50 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/7/2019 HAND PULL 40 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/8/2019 HAND PULL 40 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/8/2019 HAND PULL 5 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/9/2019 HAND PULL 5 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/9/2019 HAND PULL 35 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
8/9/2019 HAND PULL 10 GALLONS AB AQUATICS
SOLitude LAKE
9/23/2019 PROCELLACOR 16.3 ACRES MANAGEMENT

Aquatic Invasive Plant Management Options

The control practices used should be as spetifithe target specieas
feasible. No control of native aquatic plants is intended.

Exotic aquatic plant management relies on a combination of proven methods
that control exotic plant infestations, including physical control, chemical
control, biologichcontrols (where they exist), and habitat manipulation.

Integrated Pest Management Strategies (IPM) are typically implemented using
Best Management Practices (BMPs) based orspieeific conditions so as to
maximize the longerm effectiveness of camll strategies. Descriptions for

the control activities are closely modeled after those prescribed by the Aquatic
Ecosystem Restoration Foundation (AERF) (2004). This publication can be
found online ahttp://www.aquatics.org/bmp.html



http://www.aquatics.org/bmp.html
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Criteria for the selection of control techniques are presented in Appendix A.
Appendix B includes a summary of the exotic aquatic plant control practices
currentlyused by the State of New Hampshire.

Feasibility Evaluation of Control Options in this Waterbody

DES has evaluated the feasibility of potential control practicéseoaubject
waterbody The following table summari zes
recommendations fdhe subject waterbody:

Control Method Use onPostPond

Restricted Use The purpose of RUAs and fragment barriers is
Areas(RUAS) contain small areas of exotic aquatic plant growt
and/or Fragment | prevent them from spreading further in a system.
Barriers

If Eurasian watemilfoil is reduced by other
integrated approaches outlined in this plan, t
RUAs and fragment barriersnay be a futurg
considerationbased on the size, configuration g
location of remaining areas of growtlDue to the
configuration of Post Pond (basically a circle), th
are ro deep embayments, so this approach may
challenge, but will still be considered as appropria
Handpulling Handpulling has been used as a primary approag
management in Post Pond since the EWM was
documented, and will continue to be arsiigant
control method in this waterbody.

Routine monitoring (by local Weed Watchers)
strongly recommended, and if Weed Watchers
mark growth for divers that will be a sifjcant time
savings for divers, who can focus more on remc
than surveiyng. DES divers will continue to assist
feasible, but in the nederm there will be a need fq
steppeédup diving, likely a few days per month, a
DES divers will not be able to provide that mu
time due to commitments elsewhere.

Contract diverstsould be on retainer to perform th
work as needed, and grant funds can be used fo
type of work.

Mechanical Not recommended due to the risk of fragmenta
Harvesting/Remova and drift, and subsequent further spread of
invasive plant. The BNM is very brittle and




Control Method

Use onPostPond

fragments easily in this waterbody.

Benthic Barriers

Recommended for small
size or less, and where practicdtragment barrier
may be used on a wider scale in some areas of
Pond.

Herbicides

Herbicide treatment is recommended as a prim
means of control only where infestations of
exotic plant are too widespread and/or dense for
chemical neans of control to be effective, or whe
native plants are too thick to effectively allow div¢
to hand remove stems of the EWM.

Extended
Drawdown

Not feasibleor practical for this waterbody due
lack of an impoundment structure.

Dredge

Cost prohibitive and not often effective f
controlling invasive aquatic plants.

Biological Control

No biologial controls are yet approved for use
Eurasian watemilfoil .

No Control

The Eurasian watemilfoil infestation has beer
spreading quickly in this waterbody, and aaumtrol
option would only lead to widespread growth arot
the pond, in the entire ptio zone of the pond.

Recommended Actions, Timeframes and Responsible Parties

An evaluation of the size, location, and type Biirasian watemilfoil
infestation, as well as the waterbody uses was condattibe end of the last
growing seasolfsee attahed figures for findings) Based on this survey the
following recommendations are made Errasian watemilfoil control in the

system:
Year | Action Responsible Schedule
Party
2017 | Weed Watching and Local Weed Once a
marking/reporting of milfoil growth] Watchers month
from May
through
September
Survey and planning for DES May/June
summer/fall milfoil control actions
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Year | Action Responsible Schedule
Party
Diver/DASH work as needed and | Contract Diver | May
recommendedgareas to be through
determined based on updated spr September
survey) as needed
Herbicide treatment, if needed, SeélLi t ud qJuneor
based on diver progress as Management, | September
monitored by DERareas to be LLC.
determined based on updated spr
survey)
Surveywaterbodyand planning for| DES September
next seasonms cC
2018 | Weed Watching and Local Weed Once a
marking/reporting of milfoil growth| Watchers month
from May
through
September
Survey and planning for DES May/June
summer/fall milfoil control actions
Diver/DASH work as needed and | Contract Diver | May
recommendedareas to be through
determined based on updated spr September
survey) as needed
Herbicide treatment, if needed, Se&lLit udeJuneor
based on diver progress as Management, | September
monitored by DES (areas to be | LLC.
determined based on updated spr
survey)
Survey waterbody and planning fg DES September
next seasonods ¢
2019 | Weed Watching and Local Weed Once a
marking/reporting of milfoil growthl Watchers month
from May
through
September
Survey and planning for DES May/June
summer/fall milfoil control actions
Diver/DASH work as needed and | Contract Diver | May
recommended (areas to be through
determined based on updated spr September
survey) as needed




Year | Action Responsible Schedule
Party
Herbicide treatment, if needed, SeLi t ude|Juneor
based a diver progress as Management, | September
monitored by DES (areas to be | LLC.
determined based on updated spr
survey)
Survey waterbody and planning fg DES September
next seasonods ¢
2020 | Weed Watching and Local Weed Once a
marking/reporting of milfoil Watchers month
growth from May
through
September
Surveyand planning for DES May/June
summer/fall milfoil control actions
Diver/DASH work as needed and | Contract Diver | May
recommended (areas to be through
determined based on updated spr September
survey) as needed
Herbicide treatment, if needed, SeLi t ude|Juneor
based omliver progress as Management, | September
monitored by DES (areas to be | LLC.
determined based on updated spr
survey)
Survey waterbody and planning fg DES September
next seasonds ¢
2021 | Weed Watching and Local Weed Once a
marking/reporting of milfoil growthl Watchers month
from May
through
September
Surveyand planning for DES May/June
summer/fall milfoil control actions
Diver/DASH work as needed and | Contract Diver | May
recommended (areas to be through
determined based on updated spr September
survey) as needed
Herbicide treatment, if needed, SeLi t ude|Juneor
based orliver progress as Management, | September
monitored by DES (areas to be | LLC.

determined based on updated spr

survey)
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Year | Action Responsible Schedule
Party
Survey waterbody and planning fg DES September
next seasonods ¢
2022 | Update and revise LorAgerm DES and Fall/
Eurasian watemilfoil Control Plan| Interested Winter

Parties




Notes

Target Specificity

Aquatic herbicide applications are conducted in a speaffid scientific
manner. To the extent feasible, the permitting authority favors the use of
selective herbicides that, where used appropriately, will control the target
plant with little or no impact to notarget species, such that the ecological
functions of native plants for habitat, lake ecology, and chemistry/biology will
be maintained. Not all aquatic plants will be impacted as a result of an
herbicide treatment.

Adaptive Management

Because this is a natural system that is being evaluated for management, it is
impossible to accurately predict a management course over five years that
could be heavily dependent on uncontrolled natural circumstgneazther
patterns, temperatureg@ptability of invasive speciestc).

This longterm plan is therefore based on the concept of adaptive
management, where current field d@eom field survey workusing DES
established field survey standard operating procefldra® decision making
which may result irmodifications to the recommended control actions and
timeframes for control. As suchhi$ management plan should be considered

a dynamic document that is geared to the actual field conditions that present
themselves in this waterbypd

If circumstances arise that require the modification of part or all of the
recommendations herein, interested parties will be consulted for their input on
revisions that may be needed to further the goaEwfasian watemilfoil
management in the Bject waterbody.




Page 26 of 65

Figure 1: Map of Eurasian water-milfoil Infestations Over Time
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Figure 2: Map of Control Actions Over Time
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